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Remarks 

Claims 1-55 are pending in the application. All claims stand rejected. By this 
paper, claims 23, 47 and 50 have been have amended. New claim 56 has been 
included to provide claim coverage commensurate with the scope of the invention. 
No new matter has been added. 

Claim 47 was objected to because of a misspelling. Claim 50 was rejected 
under 35 U.S-C. 112, second paragraph, because it depends fnam a non-existent 
claim. The applicant has amended claims 47 and 50 per the Examiner's 
suggestions. 

Claims 1-4, 8-19, 29-32, 36-44 and 47-49 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Hamilton et al. ("Hamilton"). Claims 5-7, 20-22, 33-35, 
45, 46, 36 and 50 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton in view of Traw et al. (Traw"), These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a computer-implemented method for processing multimedia 
channels comprising: 

encrypting a first group of multimedia channels using a first type of 
encryption to produce a first group of encrypted multimedia channels; 

encrypting said fir^t group of multimedia channels using a second type 
of encryption to produce a second group of encrypted multimedia channels; 
concurrentlv transmitting said first group of encrypted multimedia channels 
with said second group of multimedia channels to a plurality of multimedia 
subscribers having multimedia receivers capable of decrypting said first group 
of encrypted multimedia channels and/or said second group of multimedia 
channels. 

These claimed features allow cable operators to use more advanced 
encryption and/or compression techniques for newer multimedia receivers. At the 
same time, older multimedia receivers will still receive channels encrypted or 

15 

PAGE IS/25 ' RCVD AT 1014/2004 6:00:33 PIU [Eastern Dayljght Time] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-111 ' DNIS:g729306 ' CSID:801 578 6999 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-20 

BtSI AV^LaoLE CO' 



10/04/2 004 16:03 FAX 801 578 6999 



STOEL RIVES 

; • 1 



121019 



compressed using standard techniques. As such^ cable operators may seamlessly 

migrate to the newer multimedia receivers overtime, without incurring the significant 

cost associated with replacing all legacy multimedia receivers at once. 

Hamilton does not concurrently transmit the same group of multimedia 

channels encrypted using two types of encryption to a pluralitv of multimedia 

subscribers , as required by claim 1. As pointed out by the Examiner, Hamilton states 

that the "encrypter 74 preferably uses an encryption scheme which differs from the 

first encryption scheme used by encoder 53 at the satellite uplink 10." Col. 5, lines 

36-38. However, this simply means that Hamilton uses different types of encryption 

for two different communication paths . (1) from the uplink 10 to the headend 40, 

and (2) from the headend 40 to the subscriber (cable converter 86). Hamilton's 

abstract makes this apparent: 

The digitai signals, having been encrypted by a first encryption scheme and 
sent over the first communication path , are received and decrypted [by the 
headend]. The decrypted signals are then retransmitted [by the headend] over 
the second communication path using a second encryption scheme that differs 
from the first encryption scheme. 

Accordingly, Hamilton does not concurrently transmit channels encrypted 
using different techniques to subscribers , as claimed. Rather, Hamilton must initially 
receive and decrypt a first digital signal at a headend (not at a subscriber's 
multimedia receiver) before encrypting and transmitting a second digital signal that is 
ultimately received by the subscriber. Because of this. Hamilton cannot solve the 
stated problem of migrating users from legacy multimedia receivers to newer, 
advanced multimedia receivers. If Hamilton's subscribers only receive channels 
encrypted using one type of encryption, their multimedia receivers must be 
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compatible with that type of encryption. For instance, Hamilton's second encryption 
scheme (which is received by the subscribers) is standard CA, and if the encryption 
scheme were changed at the headend to AES to accommodate a set of newly- 
deployed multimedia receivers, then all of the legacy receivers would be unable to 
display the AES-encoded channels. 

In view of the foregoing, the applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is 
patentably distinct over the cited references. Claims 2-12 depend directly or 
indirectly from claim 1 and are likewise believed to be patentably distinct for at least 
the same reasons. 

Claim 29 includes essentially identical limitations as claim 1 , but is written in a 
Seaurega/ic/ format Likewise, claim 41 includes similar limitations, explicitly reciting a 
headend system including first and second encryption modules and a QAM module 
for transmitting two groups of channels encrypted using different types to a pluralitv 
of multimedia subscribers . As described above, Hamilton does not encrypt the 
channels using two different techniques within the headend. Rather, Hamilton 
encrypts the channels using one technique in the uplink and later using another 
technique in the headend. Thus, subscribers do not receive both types of encrypted 
channels, completely eliminating the benefit provided by the claimed invention of 
being able to gradually deploy new multimedia receivers with advanced 
encryption/compression features. 

New claim 56 makes the aforementioned distinction even more explicit, 
reciting a computer-implemented method for processing multimedia channels 
comprising: 
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encrypting a number of multimedia channels at a headend using a first 
type of encryption to produce a firstjgroup of encrypted multimedia channels; 

simultaneously encrypting the same multimedia channels at the 
headend using a second type of encryption to produce a second group of 
encrypted multimedia channels; ! 

I: ' 

i' 

concun-ently transmitting said first group of encrypted multimedia 
channels with said second grc»up of multimedia channels from the headend to 
a plurality of multimedia subscribers each having muttlmedia receivers capable 
of decrypting said first group of encrypted multimedia channels and/or said 
second group of multimedia channels. 

Claim 56 recites that the first and second groups of encrypted multimedia 
channels are encrypted at the headend , unlike Hamilton, in which the first group is 
encrypted at the uplink- Moreover, claim 56 recites that the second group is 

simultaneously encrypted with the first group. Logically, this cannot be the case with 

I. 

Hamilton, since, as described in the abstract, Hamilton first receives and decrypts a 
signal before it is reencrypted and retransmitted to the subscribers. Finally, claim 56 
makes it explicit that the two groups of encrypted multimedia channels are 
concun^ntly transmitted from the headend Hamilton transmits his first graup from 
the uplink, not the headend. 

I 

Claim 13 includes limitations similar to those of claim 1 and is likewise 

believed to be patentably distinct for at least the same reasons. Specifically, claim 1 3 

recites a method comprising: 

receiving a plurality of channels from content providers at a cable 
headend; 

I 

simulcasting premium cable^channeis to a plurality of subscribers in 
both a first encrypted format and a second encrypted format; and 

transmitting non-premium channels to said plurality of subscribers in a 
non-encrypted fomiat. 
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Hamitton does not simulcast premium cable channels (or any channels for that 
matter) to a plurality of subscribers in both la first encrypted format and a second 

encrypted fomnat. Rather, Hamilton transnfiits encrypted channels from an uplink to a 

i ; 

headendp after which the channels are decrypted at the headend, reencrypted, and 

retransmrtted to subscribers. Thus, subscribers do not receive premium channels (or 

?\ 

any channels) In both a first encrypted fomnat and a second encrypted format, as 
required by claim 13, i; 

The addition of Traw does not cure the deficiencies of Hamilton. Traw merely 
teaches that MPEG-2 may be used for bnojadcast quality video, while MPEG-4 may 
be used for low bandwidth video telephony (both of which are compression, not 
encryption, standards). Col. 4, lines 6-8. traw does not concurrently transmit the 

same group of multimedia channels encrypted using two types of encryption tOLa 

'I 

plurality of multimedia subscribers , as required by claim 1. Likewise, Traw does not 
simulcast premium cable channels (or any channels for that matter) to a plurality of 
subscribers in both a first encrypted formaj and a second encrypted format, as 
required by claim 13. Moreover, Traw does not simultaneously encrypt multimedia 
channels at a headend using different encryption techniques, and then concurrently 
transmitting two sets of encrypted channels from the headend to a plurality of 
multimedia subscribers, as required by new claim 56. 

Claims 23-28, 51 and 52 were rejedted under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Takahashi et al. ("Takahashi"). This rejection is respectftjlly traversed. 
Claim 23 has been amended to recite a method for deploying new multimedia 
receivers comprising: 
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encrypting channels using boith conditional access ("CA") encryption 
and a different form of encryption; and 

!i 

simulcasting said channels e^icrypted in both CA encryption and said 
different form of encryption to subsdnbers having eit her a new multimedia 
receiver or a leoacv rrtultlmedia receiver : 

said channels encrypted usinlg said different fomn of encryption being 
decryptable by said new multimedia receivers and said channels encrypted 
using said CA encryption being deciyptable by said legacy multimedia 
receivers. 

I'* 

Tal<ahashi does not disclose a metliod for deploying new multimedia 

i 
( 

receivers, as required by amended claim 23. indeed, Takahashi does not even make 

i'l 

a distinction between new multimedia receivers and legacy multimedia receivers. 
While Takahashi does disclose different types of encryption, the reference does not 
disclose or suggest simulcasting the same| channels encrypted using different 

i i 

techniques. The mere fact that designers 'of content protection systems may select 

I ' 

one or another encryption system as a design choice is not equivalent to the claimed 
process of encrypting the same channels twice, once using CA encryption and once 

using another form of encryption; and sen^ng two sets of encrypted channels to 

I. 

subscribers, as required by amended clairn 23. 

The addition of Hamilton would not 'cure the deficiencies of Takahashi. 
Hamilton also does not disclose a methodifor deploying new multimedia receivers or 

even make a distinction between new muftimediia receivers and legacy multimedia 

I'l 

receivers. Furthermore, Hamilton does not simulcast channels encrypted using both 

\ 

CA and a different form of encryption to subscribers having either a new multimedia 
receiver or a legacy multimedia receiver . As explained above. Hamilton only 
transmits channels encrypted using one type of encryption scheme to subscribers. 
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The other type of encryption scheme mentbned by Hamilton is used only for 
transmission from an uplink to a headend, iThus, even the combination of Hamilton 
with Takahashi would not result in the claimed invention. 

In view of the foregoing, the applicant respectfully submits that claim 23. as 
amended, is patentabty distinct over the citpd references. Claims 24-28 depend 
directly or indirectly from Takahashi and are likewise believed to be patentably 
distinct for at least the same reasons. 

Claim 51 recites a system comprising: 

a centralized uplink facility to-receiye a first plurality of multimedia 
streams from content providers anqito encrypt said first plurality of multimedia 
streams using a first type of encryption; and 

a plurality of headend systerjis to receive said first plurality of 
multimedia streams encrypted. using said |first type of encryption and to 
simulcast said first plurality of multiijiaedia streams using both said first type of 
encryption and a second type of encryption, said first plurality of multimedia 
streams encrypted using said secotjjd type of encryption at either said 
centralized uplink facility or at said headend systems. 

As argued above, none of the references disclose a headend system (or 

multiple headend systems) that simulcast the same channels encrypted using two 



different encryption techniques. Hamilton 



does disclose the encryption of a first 



plurality of multimedia streams at an uplink using a first technique. However, when 
the encrypted multimedia steams are received at the headend, they are decrypted , 

i; 

i| 

reencrvpted using a different technique , and then transmitted to the subscribers. 
There is no simulcasting of two multimedia streams by the headend that were 
encrypted using two different techniques. jsAccordingly, claim 51 , as well as 
dependent claims 52-55, are believed to Be patentably distinct over Hamilton, 
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The addition of Takahashi and Trawidoesi not cure the deficiencies of 



Hamilton. As explained above, Takahashi 



Q025 



imerefy discloses that content protection 



systems may use different encryption techniques as a design choice. Furthenmore, 
Traw merely discloses that MPEG-2 is better fori broadcast quality video, while 
MPEG-4 is optimized for low bandwidth video teiephony. None of the references, 
alone or in combination/disclose the clainr ed elements recited above. 

In view of the foregoing amendmenls and remarks, the applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 1-55, as amended, as well asi new claim 56, are patentably distinct 

I i 

over the cited references, alone or in combination. A Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

Respjectfuily submitted, 

I • 
Digeo, Inc 
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